I he Boasd asoO'V teat the skdled .un^m h scad the sped ileal lor vum'U rot oudeist inc. 

itv depute ; :can $aes^ to i Ik. He co: ^uccest- du -akhkd un-->an would he eonttu\ J 
,^ te w hooter nv , . v <° „c < v v >- ll( > v . v .<\:\ ^ ,i c\ scdneJ a^tdj? t\h era 

reetarsgnlar axis. 

Importantly, the meaning of the disputed term common angular reference axis must 
he considered m the context of the entirety of the claim language, of which it forms a part. 
* VnMoVnu- the Ct-ncM, claim 1 plasrJj staks that ihe -er\o uacU >t n- oOVt hi iviatioc 
the disputed term; placing prewritten discs* each characterized by servo tracks that are offset 

The mere fact that a term used in the claim lacks explicit usage in the specification 
disclosure does not necessarily meats that the term is indefinite. There is no requirement that 
the ;o Ok chum once, t v> h those avx! u» the sp.xihh uu >o \pplseaat is supposed to 
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Ik g^on j ye.^ -Ic-tS serial lode n bow n J\>ot^ to Jefskt- sm imemi>m ->> ion^ a,s Ji. ium, 
and phrases that are used define the invention with a reasonable degree of clarity and 

precision. 1 

Applicant- has shown that FIG. 2 dearly depicts the prewritten disc 108 as having 
servo. 'i.\"U i v v In Oio v e > v t> 1 u , ^ . ^r<.e u ^ o imi'kW* 

to the disc center, in the direction of an angular {or ""radial") axis that is col linear with the 

alignment mark 1 34:"' 

— < ,B7 

^ L ; ; ;0 
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* v * i h I v M tXi . 0 5 \ J „^2 M . v t 

k (? v n n Mat t.n!>utui ii\a . x„ ^Ki 
s v I v i s n u Km nl b » s k t m L \ 
H , 1 u li v v mi Ji iitP Mi 

f i 2 t K i } 0' U v ip 1 h \(. s st^f s d 



1 I'ux, iho okilicJ artisan h.i\ ha." read the specific nson ebarH understands that thv 
f v ^ < < » o»< \ f (.<.*. (. x <• j 5ss.\pj if -• if port in the 

salification in terms oi'the ollsei of the servo tracks in a direction within thejjane in. which 
the disc 108 resides. For that reason, contrary to the Board's rationale, the skilled artisan 
clearly would not confuse the featured common angular reference axis as being in the 
direction of a cylindrical axis, which is orthogonal to the plane oi'the disc 108. Neither the 
disclosed concentricity ollsei, nor any other offset, is disclosed or suggested as being in a 
direction within a plane other the plane in which the disc 108 resides. 

I he si ;li"J n "imu hether Made'M <jkK that xH i o* ihe otbes me viL,ge\ted 
the Board, a polar axis and a rectangular axis, can be used to map locations within the same 
plane in which the disc 1.08 resides. As such, again, contrary to the Board's rationale, the 
skilled, artisan would not contuse the featured common angular reference axis as being cither 
a polar axis or a rectangular axis because either of them can be used to define the angular 
disposition oi'the alignment mark 134: the broadest reasonable interpretation of common 
>,t ! o >> x ■ Wi .o ■> ike >< eon-. < Met** w it t the terrt\ T»unai v no m ng and u-,^e mi the 
specification encompasses both polar and rectangular coordinate axes. 

For these reasons Applicant believes the Board's ultimate conclusion is in error 
because it hinges on its misplaced premise that 'The Specification does not describe the 
Appellant's invention in terms of a ''common angular reference axis," and a person of 
o v to \ti >. , ^ i w a i w\c Moro \ k\vU" \ Nona .cenvf *o 

That, misplaced premise causes the Board to unexpiainably limit what the 
specification does explicitly disclose. Thai is. Applicant agrees with the Board to the extent 

2 See Oral A.raameat pg, 3; Reply Brief pg, 3. 
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that the specification discloses the servo track pattern being characteristically disposed with 
respect to the alignment mark I34.' 1 However, the Decision is silent regarding the disclosure 
and evidence in the record that in alternative disclosed embodiments the discs 108 do not 
have the alignment marks 134." The skilled artisan understands that in those embodiments 
the concentricity offset or" the servo tracks depicted in FIG. 2 is the same, but there is no 
alignment mark 134. Rather, the concentricity offset in those embodiments is in relation to 
an. angular axis m the plane of the disc 1 08. such as could be defined by a polar or a 
rectangular coordinate axis, in the direction of the alignment depicted in FIG. 2 by the 
alignment mark 134, 

Nonetheless, Applicant has amended claim 1 solely in order to dispose of this issue 
and move forward on the merits by replacing the disputed term '"angular reference axis"' with 
the equivalent replacement term ""alignment axis." Applicant believes using "alignment" in 
the replacement term obviates the Office's mdeflniteness concern because "alignment' is 
explicitly used in the specification. Applicant has not included "mark"' in the replacement 
term because, as discussed. Applicant desires and believes it is entitled to a claim scope that 
encompasses more than just some of the disclosed embodiments. Applicant's use of "axis" 
m the >cpktecmcnt t> no is not indefinite because, as discussed, the meaning of ''alignment. 
. \K e moot h- e.bonabh a-xs.rta ncJ ou\ute the ecme\t *>f tlx v Lem kmeiwite of winch it 
form-' a part. Llai.ro I is .further amended without prejudice to more particularly fashion the 



concentricity of the servo tracks as being offset in a direction of the alignment axis in relation 
to the disc center. Further, although not required for definiteness, all the language of 
amended claim 1 enjoys explicit support in the specification. 

\pp:K\Hii Oh.iefon. H^pccttulK itijti^M reeo^sidoraHon vk! HOlai* t o.a! of she 
rejection of claim 1 and the claims depending therefrom in view of the clarifying 
amendments to the claims. 

This is a complete response to the Board's Decision. Applicant respectfully requests 
passage of ai l claims to allowance. 

\ N > ^ I > loo^iMi . i 1 o» t oiVre stefv o> 1 e 

^ ! \ \ % ^ i 5 n ! « \ % ^ 5 e i 

condition for allowance. The presently requested interview is necessary and appropriate to 
best facilitate progress on the merits and to resolve any unsettled issue addressed by 
Applicant in litis Response. 

The Office is encouraged to contact the undersigned should any question arise 
concerning this response or anything else concerning this ease. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Mitchell K. McCarthy. Registration No. 38,794 
McCarthy haw Croup 

51.2 Northwest I2 lh Street 
Oklahoma City. Oklahoma 73103 

i on oo^jot 4o- 3i«: 
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